expectation that either the one or the other of these judges would decide the case, has postponed the announcement of its opinion until this time. There were some eight or nine cases submitted at the same time, all involving the same questions and the same facts.
The bill alleges an infringement, by the defendant, of two reissued patents to Henry B. Goodyear, as administrator of Nelson Goodyear, dated the 18th of May, 1858, for an improvement in making hard rubber or vulcanite. These re-issued patents were extended for seven years from the 6th of May, 1865, The infringement charged consists in the alleged use of hard rubber by the defendants, as plates for the insertion of artificial teeth. The bill prays for an injunction and an account of profits.
The history of the invention covered by complainant's patents is briefly this : In June, 1844, Charles Goodyear applied for and obtained a patent for an improvement in the process of preparing India rubber, or caoutchouc. In December, 1849, this patent was surrendered, and a re-issue granted on an amended specification.
And subsequently another re-issue was obtained. These patents embrace substantially the mode of producing a soft and plastic article known as vulcanized rubber, by subjecting the rubber in combination with sulphur and other ingredients, to a high degree of artificial heat. The article produced by this process was called vulcanized India rubber, and was used for the various purposes contemplated by the inventor.
In May, 1851, Nelson Goodyear obtained a patent for a new and useful improvement in the preparation of India rubber, by which the article known as hard rubber, now extensively applied to many useful purposes, was produced.
The patentee having died, the re-issued patentSj numbered 556 and 557?one for the process and the other for the product? were granted to said Henry B. Goodyear, as administrator of ' Nelson Goodyear, dated May 18,1858 and subsequently extended for seven years.
Numerous grounds of defense are set up in the defendants'
answer, but those relied on in the argument are as follows :
1.
That the re-issued patents to Henry B. Goodyear are void, as not being the same invention as the original.
2.
That the re-issues were improperly granted.
3.
That the fact that the dentists in this vicinity openly and notoriously purchased and used the soft rubber for making hard rubber plates for artificial teeth, is a bar to a suit in equity; and that if the complainants have a remedy, it is at law. 
